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1On Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da in Advaitaveda¯nta
SHIMA Iwao
I. Introduction
Just 50 years ago, P. Hacker described the situation of Post-S´an˙kara Advaitaveda¯nta
studies in his introduction to the Untersuchungen u¨ber Texte des fru¨hen Advaitava¯da 1.
Die Schu¨ler S´an˙karas as follows:
Eingehendere Untersuchungen u¨ber die Lehren der Ju¨nger S´an˙karas gibt es
meines Wissens noch nicht. Tot.aka ist, soweit ich sehe, bisher u¨berhaupt
nicht beachtet worden, und u¨ber Sures´varas und Padmapa¯das Lehrmeinun-
gen macht nur DASGUPTA einige Mitteilungen im II. Bande seiner His-
tory of Indian Philosophy. Angesichts der großen Bedeutung der direkten
Schu¨ler S´an˙karas ware es indessen wohl wu¨nschenswert, das ihre Gedanken
ausfu¨hrlicher dargestellt wu¨rden. Denn von ihnen gehen mehrere Richtun-
gen der Advaitaschule aus, die in manchen Punkten voneinander abweichen.
Was wir aber bis jetzt u¨ber diese Richtungen wissen, ist nicht viel mehr
als das, was in Zusammenfassungen des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts daru¨ber
berichtet wird― vor allem in Appayad¯ıks.itas Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha ―, und
aus diesen Quellen, viel mehr als aus den originalen Texten, scho¨pft auch
DASGUPTA fu¨r seine Darlegungen u¨ber die drei Traditionsrichtungen, die
von Zeitgenossen des großen S´an˙kara ausgehen: die Richtung der Anha¨nger
Sures´varas und Sarvajn˜a¯tmans, die Schule Padmapa¯das sowie seines Erkla¨rers
Praka¯s´a¯tman und die Gefolgschaft ― Va¯caspatimi´sras, des alten Kommen-
tators von S´an˙karas Brahmasu¯trabha¯s.ya. [Hacker 1950:4]
Thanks to Hacker’s work, the thoughts of S´an˙kara’s direct disciples (Sures´vara, Padmapa¯da,
Tot.aka and Hasta¯malaka) have been made suﬃciently clear from a historical point of
view, but when it comes to the development of Advaitaveda¯nta thought after S´an˙kara’s
direct disciples, the situation mentioned above by P. Hacker has not much improved.1
The present paper is intended as a small contribution to ﬁll up this lacuna. I will discuss
the thoughts of the Vivaran. a of Praka¯s´a¯tman and the Bha¯mat¯ı of Va¯caspatimi´sra, both
of whom were situated a little bit later than S´an˙kara’s four direct disciples.2 The dis-
1Of course, excellent studies on each of the texts have been made (for example, [Camman 1965] etc..).
2The dates of both are not yet ﬁxed. With regard to the date of Va¯caspatimi´sra we can ﬁnd three
views: (1) around AD 841 according to G. Oberhammner, (2) around AD 890-984 according to S.A.
Srinivasan and (3) around AD 976 according to P. Hacker [Kanazawa 1987:6]. With regard to the date
of Praka¯s´a¯tman, we can ﬁnd two views: (1) AD 10th century according to K. Camman (1965:4-8) and
(2) around AD 1200 according to S. Dasgupta (1932:30).
2cussion will focus on the signiﬁcance of pratibimbava¯da (reﬂection theory) and avacche-
dava¯da(limitation theory), which have generally been regarded as one of the most basic
diﬀerences between the Vivaran. a school and the Bha¯mat¯ı school in late Advaitaveda¯nta.
II. Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntabindu
and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha
It is not clear exactly when the distinction between pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da
was established in Advaitaveda¯nta. These two theories have usually been explained
as they are described in the Siddha¯ntabindu and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha. I shall
therefore ﬁrst sketch the essentials of pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da as found in the
Siddha¯ntabindu and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha.
1. Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntabindu
According to the Siddha¯ntabindu of Madhusu¯dhana Sarasvat¯ı (about AD 1500), there
are three major theories in Advaitaveda¯nta, namely, a¯bha¯sava¯da, pratibimbava¯da and
avacchedava¯da, and each theory has an ontological aspect as well as an epistemological
aspect.
1.1. Ontological Aspect of the Three Theories
In their ontological aspect, these three theories are regarded as three diﬀerent expla-
nations of the relationship among Pure Consciousness (caitanya = a¯tman = Brahman),
I¯s´vara (the Lord) and j¯ıvas (individual souls).
According to the a¯bha¯sava¯da attributed to Sures´vara, I¯s´vara is a semblance (a¯bha¯sa)
of Pure Consciousness conditioned by One Ignorance (ajn˜a¯na), whereas j¯ıvas are sem-
blances of Pure Consciousness conditioned by many intellects (buddhis) which are them-
selves products of Ignorance; and since a semblance is unreal, both I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas are
unreal [Siddha¯ntabindu: 26-28]. (I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas are unreal.) .
Two types of pratibimbava¯da are mentioned in the Siddha¯ntabindu. According to
the pratibimbava¯da attributed to Praka¯s´a¯tman, I¯s´vara is the prototype of Pure Con-
sciousness (bimba-caitanya) conditioned by One Ignorance whereas j¯ıvas are reﬂections
(pratibimbas) of Pure Consciousness in One Ignorance as limited by many inner organs
and impressions thereon.3 (I¯s´vara is the prototype and j¯ıvas are reﬂections.)
According to the pratibimbava¯da attributed to Sarvajn˜a¯tman, I¯s´vara is the reﬂection of
3ajn˜a¯nopahitam. bimbacaitanyam ı¯´svarah. , antah. karan. atatsam. ska¯ra¯vacchinna¯jn˜a¯napratibimbitam.
caitanyam. j¯ıvah. , iti vivaran. aka¯ra¯h. / [Siddha¯ntabindu: 28].
3Pure Consciousness in One Ignorance and j¯ıvas are the reﬂections of Pure Consciousness
in many intellects, but the prototype of Pure Consciousness conditioned by One Igno-
rance is pure.4. (Both I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas are reﬂections and Pure Consciousness
alone is the prototype.)
Although these two pratibimbava¯das diﬀer as to what the prototype and the reﬂections,
they both state that Ignorance is one (therefore I¯s´vara is also one) and that j¯ıvas are
many in accordance with the diﬀerence of their intellects. Both also agree that not
only the prototype but also its reﬂections (I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas) are real.5 (I¯s´vara and
j¯ıvas are real. Ignorance is one, but j¯ıvas are many in accordance with the
diﬀerence of their intellects.)
According to the avacchedava¯da of Va¯caspatimi´sra, I¯s´vara is Pure Consciousness
which has become the object of ignorance, and j¯ıvas are Pure Consciousness which
has become the support of ignorance.6 This means that ignorances limit Pure Con-
sciousness, that Pure Consciousness as limited by ignorances is I¯s´vara, and that subject
of ignorance is j¯ıva. According to this theory there are as many ignorances as there
are j¯ıvas.7 The phenomenal world is diﬀerent for each j¯ıva, because each j¯ıva is the
material cause of its own phenomenal world by virtue of being conditioned by its own
ignorance.8 (Each j¯ıva has its own ignorance which acts as the material cause
of its own the phenomenal world.) It is noteworthy that the Siddha¯ntabindu does
not mention the avaccheda-relationship between Pure Consciousness and intellects in
describing avacchedava¯da.
After having described avacchedava¯da the Siddha¯ntabindu proceeds to a discussion
of ekaj¯ıvava¯da（the theory of one j¯ıva), dr.s. t.isr.s. t.iva¯da（the theory of world-creation by
perception）and anekaj¯ıvava¯da（the theory of many j¯ıvas）. This order of description,
beginning with a¯bha¯sava¯da and ending in dr.s. t.isr. s. t.iva¯da or anekaj¯ıvava¯da, is exactly the
same as that followed by J. Simha (1971:221ﬀ), which shows that Simha mostly follows
the description of the Siddha¯ntabindu in his discussion of a¯bha¯sava¯da, pratibimbava¯da
and avacchedava¯da, and so forth.
4ajn˜a¯napratibimbitam. caitanyam ı¯´svarah. , buddhipratibimbitam. caitanayam. j¯ıvah. , ajn˜a¯nopahitam.
tu bimbacaitanyam. s´uddham iti san˙ks.epas´a¯r¯ırakaka¯ra¯h. / [Siddha¯ntabindu: 28]. ajn˜a¯nopahitam. tu
bimbacaitanyam. s´uddham does not ﬁt for the corresponding portion of the San˙ks.epas´a¯r¯ıraka (III.277-
278), where it is stated that bimba (prototype) is not associated with Ignorance and intellects. There-
fore, threre is a possiblility that ajn˜a¯nopahitam. is a misreading of ajn˜a¯na¯nupahitam. by the editor of the
Siddha¯ntabindu.
5anayos´ ca paks.ayoh. buddhibheda¯j j¯ıvana¯na¯tvam / pratibimbasya ca pa¯rama¯rthikatva¯j jahallaks.an. aiva
tattvama¯dipades.u / [Siddha¯ntabindu: 28].
6ajn˜a¯navis.ay¯ıbhu¯tam. caitanyam ı¯´svarah. , ajn˜a¯na¯s´ray¯ıbhu¯tam. ca j¯ıva iti va¯caspatimi´sra¯h. /
[Siddha¯ntabindu: 29].
7asmim. s´ ca paks.e ajn˜a¯nana¯na¯tva¯j j¯ıvana¯na¯tvam / [Siddha¯ntabindu: 29].
8pratij¯ıvam. ca prapan˜cabhedah. , j¯ıvasyaiva sva¯jn˜a¯nopahitataya¯ jagadupa¯da¯natva¯t / [Siddha¯ntabindu:
29].
41.2. Epistemological Aspect of the Three Theories
In their epistemological aspect these three theories are three ways of explaining how
I¯s´vara’s knowledge diﬀers from that of j¯ıvas, and what the function is of the transfor-
mation (vr. tti) of the intellects of j¯ıvas.
Because ignorance has acquired an identity with Pure Consciousness through sem-
blance with it, all its products become necessarily permeated by Pure Consciousness
through semblance with it. Accordingly, Pure Consciousness as the cause of the uni-
verse (I¯s´vara) makes everything manifest at all times without the need of any means of
knowledge, because Pure Consciousness possesses the quality of making manifest every-
thing connected with it. Thus I¯s´vara is omniscient.
J¯ıvas, on the other hand, are limited by their intellects and can therefore know only the
objects that are connected with their intellects. Their intellect consists of three parts:
the part within the body, the part which permeates the object and the part between the
body and the object. In each of three parts Pure Consciousness manifests itself. Pure
Consciousness as manifested in the part of the intellect within the body is called the
knower. As manifested in the part of the intellect between the body and the object, it
is called the means of knowledge. And as manifested in the part of the intellect which
permeates the object, it is called the object of knowledge. This object of knowledge
is Pure Consciousness as not yet known. When it is known, it is called the result of
knowledge. [Siddha¯ntabindu: 31-33].
According to both the a¯bha¯sava¯da and the pratibimbava¯da, the purpose of the trans-
formation of the intellect is to forge a connection of Pure Consciousness in the object
with Pure Consciousness in the knower, and to remove the veil over Pure Consciousness
inside the object. This view diﬀers from that of the avacchedava¯da according to which
the purpose of the transformation of the intellect is only to remove the veil, because the
j¯ıva, being the material cause of the universe, is connected with everything. This is the
distinction. [Siddha¯ntabindu: 34].
1.3. Attitude of the Siddha¯ntabindu――Reconciliatory
The description in the Siddha¯ntabindu clariﬁes the diﬀerence among a¯bha¯sava¯da,
praibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da, but gives us no clue as to why these diﬀerent theo-
ries came to be established. In fact, the Siddha¯ntabindu does not mention any point of
mutual criticism among those three theories, which would be useful for us to understand
the historical development of those theories. The reason for this non-critical approach
is to be sought in the fundamental attitude of this work to those three theories.
In that respect, an opponent raises the following question:
Since divergent views with respect to the real are impossible, how can [all]
5these mutually inconsistent views be authoritative? Therefore, [it should be
determined] which [of these three views] is to be discarded and which is to
be accepted.9
The auther replies:
The distinction between j¯ıva and the Lord [of the Universe] and forth, though
it is mere product of the human intellect, is nevertheless alluded to in the
Scriptures, because ideas like that are a helpful means to lead us to the
knowledge of the truth.10
Thus, according to the Siddha¯ntabindu, the three theories are equally helpful in
imparting a knowledge of the truth. Considering this reconciliatory attitude of the
Siddha¯ntabindu, it is quite natural that no treatment of these mutual criticisms among
the three theories is found in it. Let us now proceed to the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha .
2. Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha
According to the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha of Appaya Dı¯ks.ita（about AD 1550), there
are two major theories, namely, pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da, and each theory has
only an ontological aspect.
2.1. Description of Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da
In the Siddha¯ntabindu only two types of pratibimbava¯das were described, but from the
Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha we learn that there existed various types of pratibimbava¯da. The
works which hold pratibimbava¯da are: Prakat.ha¯rthavivaran. a, Tattvaviveka, Sam. ks.epas´a¯r¯ıraka
of Sarvajn˜a¯tman, Citrad¯ıpa, Brahma¯nanda, Dr.gdr. s´yaviveka and Vivaran. a of Praka¯s´a¯tman.11
Although the pratibimbava¯da set forth in these works are mutually diﬀerent, the Siddha¯nta-
les´asam. graha classiﬁes them into three types. The ﬁrst is the pratibimbava¯da of the
Prakat.ha¯rthavivaran. a, Tattvaviveka, Sam. ks.epas´a¯r¯ıraka, which holds that Pure Con-
sciousness is the prototype and both I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas are reﬂections of it. The second
is the pratibimbava¯da of the Citrad¯ıpa, Brahma¯nanda, Dr.gdr. s´yaviveka, which also holds
that I¯s´vara is the reﬂection of Pure Consciousness.12 The third is the pratibimbava¯da of
the Vivaran. a of Praka¯s´a¯tman, which is described as follows:
9nanu, vastuni vikalpa¯sambhabha¯t katham. parasparaviruddhamatapra¯ma¯n. yam, tasma¯t kim atra heyam
kim upa¯deyam iti cet [Siddha¯ntabindu: 30].
10 j¯ıves´varavibha¯ga¯dikalpana¯s tu purus.abuddhima¯trapravabha¯ api s´a¯stren. a¯nu¯dyante,
tattvajn˜a¯nopayogitva¯t / [Siddha¯ntabindu: 30].
11Tattvaviveka, Citrad¯ıpa and Brahma¯nanda are Pan˜cadas´¯ı Chap. 1, 6 and 11-15 respectively.
12The diﬀerence between the ﬁrst and the second is not so clear as far as the prototype and the
reﬂection are concerned.
6The followers of the Vivaran. a, however, say thus: ...Since it is taught that
only a single Ignorance is the adjunts [which causes] the diﬀerence between
the j¯ıva and the Lord, the diﬀerence between the j¯ıva and the Lord is through
their being reﬂection and prototype, not through both of them being reﬂec-
tions, because it is impossible for both to be reﬂections, in the absence of two
[diﬀerent] adjuncts. ...Of the j¯ıva that is a reﬂection of Ignorance, the partic-
ular transformation of Ignorance, which is of the form of the internal organ,
is the place of distinctive manifestation, as the mirror is for all-pervasive light
of the sun. Hence too is the empirical usage of that (j¯ıva) as having that
(internal organ) for adjunct.13
The above description of the pratibimbava¯da of the Vivaran. a has the following two
points in common with the corresponding description in the Siddha¯ntabindu: (1) I¯s´vara
is the prototype and j¯ıvas are reﬂections, (2) Ignorance is one, but J¯ıvas are
many in accordance with the diﬀerence of their internal organs. Thus, both
texts have an identical understanding of the pratibimbava¯da of the Vivaran. a.
The description of avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha, on the other hand, is
quite diﬀerent from that in the Siddha¯ntabindu. The avacchedava¯da attributed to some
(anye) is there described as follows:
Therefore, Pure Consciousness, which is limited (avacchinna) by the internal
organ like the ether, is the j¯ıva; what is not so limited is the Lord .14
The avacchedava¯da is here described in terms of the avaccheda-relationship between
Pure Consciousness and the internal organ. No mention is made of the object and the
support of ignorance, which were essential points in the description of avacchedava¯da
in the Siddha¯ntabindu. Such a diﬀerence in the ways of description of avacchedava¯da
between the two texts looks a bit puzzling to me.15
2.2. Mutual Criticism between Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da
In the description in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha we ﬁnd many points of mutual crit-
icism which are not found at all in the Siddha¯ntabindu. In this mutual criticism we
13vivaran. a¯nus. a¯rin. as tv a¯huh. /...ekasyaiva¯jn˜a¯nasya j¯ıves´varavibha¯gopa¯dhitvapratipa¯dana¯d bimbaprat-
ibimbabha¯vena j¯ıves´varayor vibha¯gah. nobhayor api pratibimbabha¯venopa¯dhidvayam antaren. obhayoh.
pratibimbatva¯yoga¯t / ...ajn˜a¯napratibimbitasya j¯ıvasya¯ntah. karan. aru¯po ajn˜a¯naparin. a¯mabhedo
vi´ses. a¯bhivyaktistha¯nam. sarvatah. prasr. tasya savitr.praka¯s´asya darpan. a iva atas tasya
tadupa¯dhikatvavyavaha¯ro’pi / [Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha: 17].
14tasma¯d ghat.a¯ka¯s´avad antah. karana¯vacchinnam. caitanyam. j¯ıvah. tadanavacchinnam ı¯´svarah. /
[Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha: 18].
15Of course, we cannot exclude the possibility that both ways of description were so well-known that
either way of description was suﬃcient for each text.
7ﬁnd many points of criticism of avacchedava¯da by pratibimbava¯da, but criticism of the
latter by the former is very rare. The main point of criticism of pratibimbava¯da by
avacchedava¯da is as follows:
The reﬂection of what is not conditioned by colour-form does not stand to
reason; much more is this so in the case of what is color-formless (i.e., Pure
Consciousness).16
Among the many points of criticism of avacchedava¯da by pratibimbava¯da I cite only
one example which contains the same points of criticism found in the Vivaran. a itself.
Since thus Pure Consciousness as within the world is deﬁned in its entirety in
the form of j¯ıvas, by the respective internal organs as adjuncts, for the Lord,
who is of the nature of Pure Consciousness devoid of that deﬁnition, there
would be existence outside the world alone. In that case, the declaration of
existence in the midst of modiﬁcations as the Inner Controller, such as in
”He who stands in cognition (i.e., the j¯ıva)” will be contradicted. On the
reﬂection-theory, however, since the reﬂected ether is seen even while there
does exist the natural ether present in the water, the existence in two forms
in one place is intelligible.17
Here the point of criticism is that I¯s´vara who is not limited by the internal organ cannot
be the Inner Controller within the j¯ıva who is limited by the internal organ. However, the
Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha later concludes this topic by pointing out that pratibimbava¯da
has also the same defect, because the prototype (I¯s´vara) which is not within the adjunct
(upa¯dhi) cannot exist within the modiﬁcations (e.g., internal organ) of the adjunct. In
this way this text is also as reconciliatory in its nature as the Siddha¯ntabindu.
After having described pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da, the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha
proceeds to describe ekaj¯ıvava¯da, anekaj¯ıvava¯da, dr.s. t.isr.s. t.iva¯da. This way of description
is just the same as that of S. Dasgupta (1932: 474ﬀ.) which does not contain the
explanation of a¯bha¯sava¯da. This shows that S. Dasgupta mostly follows the description
of the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha in explaining pratibimbava¯da, avacchedava¯da, etc.
16ru¯pa¯nupahitapratibimbo na yuktah. sutara¯m. n¯ıru¯pe...[Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha: 18].
17..an. d. a¯ntarvartinas´ caitanyasya tattadantah. karan. opa¯dhibhih. sarva¯tmana¯ j¯ıvabha¯vena¯vaccheda¯t ta-
davacchedarahitacaitanyaru¯pasyes´varasya¯n. d. a¯d bahir eva sattvam. sya¯t iti yo vijn˜a¯ne tis.t.hann itya¯da¯v an-
tarya¯mibha¯vena vika¯ra¯ntaravastha¯nas´ravan. am. virudhyate / pratibimbapakSe tu jalagatasvabha¯vika¯ka¯s´e
saty eva pratibimba¯ka¯s´adars´ana¯d ekatra dvigun. ı¯kr. tya vRttir upapadyate.../ [Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha: 18].
Cf. [Vivaran. a: 290].
82.3. Some Noteworthy Points
While comparing the descriptions of pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯nta-
bindu and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha, we found some noteworthy points. These can be
summarized as follows:
1. A¯bha¯sava¯da is described in the Siddha¯ntabindu but is not mentioned in the Siddha¯nta-
les´asam. graha which contains much more extensive descriptions than the Siddha¯nta-
bindu.
2. An epistemological aspect is described in the Siddha¯ntabindu but is not mentioned
under the topic of pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha.
3. The way of description of avacchedava¯da diﬀers in both texts.
4. There existed various pratibimbava¯das but only one type of avacchedava¯da, namely,
that of Va¯caspatimi´sra.
5. As far as the pratibimbava¯da of the Vivaran. a is concerned, both texts understand
it in the same way.
In the light of the above ﬁndings, the following assumptions can be made:
1. It seems that there was no common understanding of a¯bha¯sava¯da in late Ad-
vaitaveda¯nta.
2. There seems to have been a common understanding of pratibimbava¯da in late
Advaitaveda¯nta.
3. Whether there was a common understanding of avacchedava¯da or not is not sure.
These assumptions lead me to the following doubts:
1. Is the diﬀerence between pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da really one of the most
basic diﬀerences between the Vivaran. a school and the Bha¯mat¯ı school in late Ad-
vaitaveda¯nta, as has generally been thought?
2. Is this view a mere reproduction of the views of the Siddha¯ntabindu and the
Siddha¯nta-les´asam. graha through the views of famous Indian scholars like S. Das-
gupta, J. Simha and so on?
These doubts will be reconsidered in the next part of this paper.
9III. Establishment of Pratibimbava¯da and Avacchedava¯da
in Advaitaveda¯nta
As mentioned above, we do not yet know when the distinction between pratibimbava¯da
and avacchedava¯da was established in Advaitaveda¯nta. In the present section I want to
discuss the establishment of pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da in Advaitaveda¯nta.
In order to determine the date of the establishment of these two theories, I will use
the following two critera:
1. Whether these two theories were regarded as conﬂicting views or not?
2. Whether technical terms like pratibimbava¯da or pratibimbapaks.a and avacchedava¯da
or avacchedapaks.a were used or not?
Let us begin with the view of San˙kara (about AD 700-750).
1. Brahmasu¯trabha¯s.ya of San˙kara
San˙kara says the following about the relationship between I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas:
Just as the light of the sun or the moon which pervades the entire space
apparently becomes straight or bent when the limiting adjuncts with which
it is in contact, such as a ﬁnger, for instance, are straight or bent, but does
not really become so; and just as the ether, although it apparently
moves when jars are being moved, does not really move; and just
as the sun does not tremble, although its image trembles when you
shake a cup ﬁlled with water in which the sun’s light is reﬂected;
just so the Lord is not aﬀected by pain, although pain be felt by that part
of him which is conjured up by ignorance, and limited by the intellect and
other adjuncts, and called the individual soul.18
Here San˙kara uses two examples (the ether limited in jars and the reﬂection of the
sun in water which are applicable to avacchedava¯da and pratibimbava¯da respectively) in
exactly the same way in order to explain the diﬀerence between I¯s´vara and j¯ıvas. This
shows that San˙kara does not regard avaccheda and pratibimba as two conﬂicting views.
18praka¯s´ah. sauras´ candramaso va¯ vyadvya¯pya¯vatis. t.hama¯ne’n˙guly-a¯dy-upa¯dhi-sam. bandha¯t tes.v
r. juvakra¯dibha¯vam. pratipadyama¯nes.u tattadbha¯vam iva pratipadyama¯no’pi na parama¯rthatas tadbha¯vam.
pratipadyate / yatha¯ ca¯ka¯s´o ghat.aa¯dis.u gacchatsu gacchan iva vibha¯vyama¯no’pi na parama¯rthato
gacchati, yatha¯ codas´ara¯vaa¯dikampana¯d tatgate su¯ryapratibimbe kampama¯ne’pi na tadvan su¯ryah.
kampate, evam avidya¯pratyupastha¯pite buddhya¯dyupahite j¯ıvaa¯khye’m. s´e duh. kha¯yama¯ne’pi na tadvad
ı¯´svaro duh. kha¯yate / [Brahmasu¯trabha¯s.ya II.3.46: 624] .
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2. Pan˜capa¯dika¯ of Padmapa¯da
While discussing the establishment of ’I’-consciousness (aham. ka¯ra) or j¯ıva in the
Pan˜capa¯dika¯, a commentary on the Brahmasu¯trabha¯s.ya, Padmapa¯da (about AD 720-
770) uses the following examples in the same context [Pan˜capa¯dika¯: 112ﬀ.]:
1. The redness (= ahamkartr. tva）of a red ﬂower (= upa¯dhi = aham. ka¯ra) reﬂected
in a crystal (= Pure Consciousness = a¯tman).
2. An image (= a non-objective aspect of aham. ka¯ra) of a face (= Pure Consciousness
= a¯tman) reﬂected in a mirror (= aham. ka¯ra). This example is applicable to
pratibimbava¯da.
3. The big ether (= Pure Consciousness = a¯tman) and a small ammont of ether (=
j¯ıva) limited in a jar (= upa¯dhi) . This example is applicable to avacchedava¯da.
4. A rope mistaken for a serpent, etc.
Padmapa¯da concludes as follows:
And all these examples are for the purpose of removing the doubt that may
arise regarding what has been established by the Scriptures, conformatory
logic and experience, and also for mental comfort; it is not for the sake of
directly establishing the thing itself (i.e., a¯tman).19
This shows that Padmapa¯da also regards these examples just as mere examples and
does not see any conﬂict between pratibimba and avaccheda.
3. Pan˜capa¯dika¯vivaran. a of Praka¯s´a¯tman
So far we could not ﬁnd an example suitable for the two criteria mentioned above,
but in the Pan˜capa¯dika¯vivaran. a, a commentary on the Pan˜capa¯dika¯, we can ﬁnd such
examples.
Praka¯s´a¯tman refutes a criticism of pratibimba as follows:
Since even the reﬂection of color-formless Brahman is possible like the re-
ﬂection of the color-formless ether in water with clouds and stars [in it] and
the far and wide ether is seen even in water as high as one’s knees, it is
impossible to say that the reﬂection of clouds and the like is connected only
with the ether in water.20
19etac ca sarvam uda¯haran. aja¯tam. s´rutitannya¯ya¯nubhavasiddhasya tatasambha¯vana¯pariha¯ra¯ya bud-
dhisa¯mya¯rtham. ca, na vastuna eva sa¯ks. a¯t siddhaye // [Pan˜capa¯dika¯: 113].
20amu¯rtasya ca¯ka¯s´asya sa¯bhranaks.atrasya jale pratibimbavad amu¯rtasya brahma¯n. o’pi pratibim-
basambhava¯t, ja¯numa¯traprama¯n. e’pi jale du¯ravi´sa¯la¯ka¯s´adars´ana¯t, jala¯ntara¯ka¯s´a eva¯bhra¯dipratibimbayukto
dr. s´yata iti vaktum as´akyatva¯t / [Vivaran. a: 289] .
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The point of criticism refuted here, namely, the impossibility of the reﬂection of color-
formless Brahman (= Pure Consciousness), is almost the same as that described above
in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha.
Praka¯s´a¯tman further criticizes an idea of avaccheda as follows:
If Brahman-Egg, limited by adjuncts in the Egg [of the world], were limited
entirely in the state of j¯ıva, unlimited Brahman would exist outside the Egg
[of the world]. Therefore, in that case, Brahman would not be omnipresent
and would no be the Inner Controller etc., because an unlimited exixtence
conﬁned to limited places, and thus having divided into two parts does not
stand to reason.21
Here the point of criticism is that I¯s´vara who is not limited by the internal organ
cannot be the Inner Controller within the j¯ıva who is limited by the internal organ.
This point also is the same as that described above in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha.
Praka¯s´a¯tman further insists on the superiority of the idea of pratibimba over that of
avaccheda using the term pratibimbapaks.a as follows:
In the case of pratibimbapaks.a, on the other hand, the existence [of the ether]
being divided into two parts in the same place is possible, because the reﬂec-
tion of the ether is seen only when the natural ether is in water. Therefore
[in the same way] it is possible for Brahman-Egg to exist in the form of Inner
Controller etc. in the limitations of j¯ıvas. Thus pratibimbapaks.a is superior
[to avacchedapaks.a].22
Thus it seems clear to me that the diﬀerence between pratibimbava¯da and avacche-
dava¯da was already established at the time of Praka¯s´a¯tman. What then about the
Bha¯mat¯ı of Va¯caspatimi´sra, a commentary on the Brahmasu¯trabha¯s.ya of S´an˙kara?
4. Bha¯mat¯ı of Va¯caspatimi´sra
As mentioned above, the Siddha¯ntabindu and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha describe
avacchedava¯da in a diﬀerent way. The former deﬁnes it from the point of view of the
object and the support of ignorance, whereas the latter deﬁnes it from the point of
view of the avaccheda-relationship between Pure Consciousness and the internal organ.
Keeping this in mind, let us examine the texts in the Bha¯mat¯ı.
21upa¯dhibhir an. d. a¯ntavartibrahman. ah. sarva¯tmana¯ j¯ıvabha¯vena¯vacchinnatva¯d anavachinnasya
brahman. o’n. d. a¯d bahir eva sadbha¯vaprasan˙ga¯t tatra sarvagatasarvaniyantr. tva¯di brahman. o na sya¯t /
　 avacchinnaprades´es.u anavacchinnasya dvigun. ı¯kr. tya vr.ttyayoga¯t / [Vivaran. a: 290].
22pratibimbapaks.e tu jalagatasvabha¯vika¯ka¯s´e saty eva pratibimba¯ka¯s´adars´ana¯d ekatraiva dvigun. ı¯kr. tya
vr.ttyupapatteh. j¯ıva¯vacchedes.u brahman. o’pi niyantr. tva¯diru¯pen. a¯vastha¯nam upapadyate iti pratibimbapaks.a
eva s´reya¯n iti / [Vivarana: 290-291].
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Va¯caspatimi´sra discusses an avaccheda-relationship between the Highest A¯tman (=
Pure Consciousness = Brahman) and the j¯ıva as follows:
The Highest A¯tman as limited by the adjuncts is the j¯ıva.23
Here the adjuncts mean the body, the internal organs and so forth. If we follow the
deﬁnition of avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha, we may conclude from this
description that the Bha¯mat¯ı holds an avacchedava¯da.
As for the support of ignorance, Va¯caspatimi´sra says the follwing:
The inner self limited by the internal organs etc., the intelligent being com-
pounded of the ”this” and the ”not-this” [elements], is the j¯ıva, the agent,
the enjoyer, the support of the two kinds of ignorance― the result and
the cause, – the substrate of ”I-ness”, the transmigrator, the vessel of the
entire host of woes, the material cause of the superimposition;...24
And with regard to the object of ignorance, Va¯caspatimi´sra says the following:
This is wat is said: it is established that just as the stream [of the existence
of the serpent], which has for its material cause the rope in conjunction with
the ignorance of the rope, exists if the rope exists, and is absorbed in the
rope itself, just so the universe, which has for its material cause Brahman
in conjunction with ignorance, exists in Brahman alone and is absorbed in
that.25
If we understant the word avidya¯-sahita-brahma in the sense that Brahman is af-
fected by ignorance (athough this interpretation is not evident), we could conclude that
the Bha¯mat¯ı regards Brahman as the object of ignorance. The description of avacche-
dava¯da in the Bha¯mat¯ı diﬀers, however, in one important respect from that in the
Siddha¯ntabindu. The Bha¯mat¯ı in fact clearly says that Brahman in conjunction with
ignorance is the material cause of the universe, and this view is quite diﬀerent from that
in the Siddha¯ntabindu where j¯ıva is said to be the material cause of the universe. This
misunderstanding of the view of the Bha¯mat¯ı by the Siddha¯ntabindu and the diﬀerent
descriptions of avacchedava¯da in the Siddha¯ntabindu and the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha
sharply contrast with the complete agreement in the understanding of pratibimbava¯da
23parama¯tmaiva copa¯dhikalpita¯vacchedo j¯ıva iti/ [Bha¯mat¯ı III.1.1: 658] .
24tad anena¯ntah. karan. a¯vacchinnah. pratyaga¯tma¯ idamanidam. ru¯pas´ cetanah. karta¯ bhokta¯
ka¯ryakaran. a¯vdiya¯dvaya¯dha¯ro’ham. ka¯ra¯spadam sam. sa¯r¯ı sarva¯narthasam. bha¯rabha¯janam. j¯ıva¯tma¯ itare-
tara¯dhya¯sopa¯da¯nah. / [Bha¯mat¯ı, Upodgha¯ta: 45].
25etad uktam. bhavati – yatha¯ rajjvajn˜a¯nasahitarajju¯pa¯da¯na¯ dha¯ra¯ rajjva¯m. satya¯m asti, rajjva¯m eva ca
l¯ıyate, evam avidya¯sahitabrahmopa¯da¯nam. jagat brahmany eva asti, tatraiva l¯ıyata iti siddham / [Bha¯mat¯ı
I.1.2: 95].
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in both texts. This leaves the impression that avacchedava¯da si attributed as a view of
the Bha¯mat¯ı from the side of pratibimbava¯da.
Va¯caspatimi´sra sometimes further explains the relationship between the Highest A¯tman
and j¯ıva also in terms of pratibimba-relationship, as follows:
Thus the j¯ıva, as limited by the material cause, namely avidya¯, is regarded
as the reﬂection of the Highest A¯tman.26
Accordingly, for the Bha¯mat¯ı, avaccheda and pratibimba do not seem to be two con-
ﬂicting views.
As a tentative conclusion, we can say only this much: the diﬀerence between prati-
bimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da was already established at the time of Praka¯s´a¯tman. But
it is not certain when exactly this diﬀerence was ﬁrst established, because the date of
Praka¯s´a¯tman itself is not ﬁxed yet. However, we can at least reply to the following
statement by P. Hacker.
Va¯caspati lebte gegen Ende des 10.Jahrhunderts. Leider la¨ßt sich einstweilen
nicht bestimmen, ob Praka¯s´a¯tman a¨lter oder ju¨nger is als er. [Hacker 1953:
44].
Va¯caspatimi´sra is older than Praka¯s´a¯tman.
IV. Appendix: Significance of Pratibimbava¯da and Avacche-
dava¯da and Substantialization of Ignorance in the Bha¯mat¯ı
As mentioned above, after having described a¯bha¯sava¯da, pratibimbava¯da and avacche-
dava¯da, the Siddha¯ntabindu ﬁnally comments on these three theories as follows:
The distinction between j¯ıva and the Lord [of the Universe] and forth, though
it is mere product of the human intellect, is nevertheless alluded to in the
Scriptures, because ideas like that are a helpful means to lead us to the
knowledge of the truth. [Siddha¯ntabindu: 30].
Here the Siddha¯ntabindu says that the assumptions of the division into the j¯ıva and
the Lord of the Universe etc., which a¯bha¯sava¯da, pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da
teach in diﬀerent ways, are mere products of the human intellect. This means that the
division into the j¯ıva and the Lord of the Universe etc., as taught by the a¯bha¯sava¯da,
pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da, are considered to be mere products of ignorance by
the Siddha¯ntabindu. This raises serious doubts about the generally held view that the
26evam avidyopa¯dha¯nakalpita¯vacchedo j¯ıvah. parama¯tmapratibimbakalpah. ... / [Bha¯mat¯ı II.2.10: 502].
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diﬀerence between pratibimbava¯da and avacchedava¯da constitutes one of the most basic
diﬀerence between the Vivaran. a school and the Bha¯mat¯ı school. That general views is
based on the interpretations of famous Indian scholars such as S. Dasgupta, J. Simha and
so on, which are themselves based upon the descriptions in the Siddha¯ntales´asam. graha
and the Siddha¯ntabindu respectively. Now if this view of the Siddha¯ntabindu, which
was a standard summary book of the doctrines of Advaitaveda¯nta, reﬂects the general
understanding among late Advaitins, how can the diﬀerence between pratibimbava¯da
and avacchedava¯da be a signiﬁcant basic diﬀerence either theologically or philosophically
between the Vivaran. a school and the Bha¯mat¯ı school ? Although it is diﬃcult to answer
this question, we can at least ﬁnd a clue in the substantialization of ignorance after the
Bha¯mat¯ı.
As is well-known, according to S´an˙kara, ignorance is a wrong or mistaken cognition
as when we mistake a rope for a serpent, and the fundamental ignorance (avidya¯) is
the mistaking of non-a¯tman for a¯tman as well as of a¯tman for non-a¯tman, on which
our ’I’-consciuosness depends. Thus avidya¯, according to S´an˙kara, is basically an episte-
mological problem, although ontological problems, such as the levels of reality, are also
discussed by him in terms of the concept of avidya¯. This means the following:
Suppose there is a cup here and I perceive it. The fact that I perceive this cup is certain
for me, but it is not so certain whether the form and color of this cup as perceived by me
are the same as those perceived by my cat. Further, whether this cup perceived by me
really exists or not is also not so sure. With regard to this problem, Nya¯ya and Vai´ses.ika
hold that whatever is expressible (abhidheya) and cognizable (prameya) really exists as
it is, but S´an˙kara holds just the opposite view. According to S´an˙kara, for any cognition
including perception to be possible, we ﬁrst need the framework of subject and object
and also the articulation of the object (the perveived world) by concepts and language,
both of which are mere products of ignorance. That is to say, not only the cup perceived
by me, but also I who perveive the cup, are established only through avidya¯, because
the framework of subject and object itself is the product of ignorance which mistakes
non-a¯tman for a¯tman, as well as a¯tman for non-a¯tman. Therefore, when this avidya¯
disappears, concepts, language and the framework of subject and object also disappear.
And when I (cognizer) and the world (object of cognition) disappear, a¯tman = Brahman
which is their base appears. And in this process, of course, meditation is indispensable.
But even though the cup as well as ’I’ are mere products of ignorance and therefore
not real, still the fact that I now perceive the cup remains. What is the mechanism
at work here? How can both be mere products of ignorance? S´an˙kara did not discuss
this in detail. It was Padmapa¯da who discussed this problem in detail by explaining
the establishment of ’I’-consciousness and its mechanism. A later development of his
discussion is reﬂected in the epistemological aspect of the a¯bha¯sava¯da, pratibimbava¯da
and avacchedava¯da as described in the Siddha¯ntabindu.
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Another problem concerns the reality of the world (the object of perception) and ’I’,
especially the reality of ’I’. We can somehow understand that the world (the object of
perception) disappears in the process of meditation, but it is diﬃcult for us to under-
stand that ’I’ including body, intellect and ’I’-consciousness etc. also disappears in this
process, unless we have really had an experience of the disappearance of ’I’ in medita-
tion. S´an˙kara’s and Va¯caspatimi´sra’s views of the bodyless-state (as´ar¯ırattva) indicates
that both did not agree on the nature of meditative experience.
S´an˙kara says following about the bodyless-state:
Therefore it is established that so-called liberation diﬀers from all the
fruits of action to be performed, and is an eternally and essen-
tially disembodied state....But this (moks.a) is the Highest Reality, eternal
without undergoing any changes, omnipresent as ether, free from all mod-
iﬁcations, absolutely self-suﬃcient, not composed of parts, of self-luminous
nature. That bodiless entity in fact, to which merit and demerit
with their consequences and threefold time do not apply, is called
liberation; ...It (i.e. moks.a) is, therefore, the same as Brahman in
the inquiry into which we are at present engaged. If Brahman were repre-
sented as supplementary to certain actions to be performed, and liberation
were assumed to be the eﬀect of those actions, it would be non-eternal, ...27
S´an˙kara here says that the bodyless-state is the state of liberation (moks.a) as well as
Brahman itself. But how does our body disappear, when ignorance (avidya¯) is sublated?
The Bha¯mat¯ı, on the other hand, explains about the relationship between the body
and avidya¯ as follows:
Surely, through frequently repeated texts beginning with ”Existence alone,
this was in the beginning, dear one” and ending in ”That thou art”, which
are helpful for Brahman-inquiry, there arises the true indubitable knowl-
edge of the inner self as diﬀerent from the body etc., the material
cause (upa¯da¯na) of which is beginningless ignorance (avidya¯); in
spite of this, there is the continuance of notions of transmigrations and con-
sequent empirical usage, because of the continuance of the impressions of
ignorance;...28
27ata eva¯nus.t.heyakarmaphalavilaks.an. am. moks. a¯khyam as´ar¯ıratvam. nityam iti siddham /...idam. tu
pa¯rama¯rthikam. , ku¯t.asthanityam. , vyomavat sarvavya¯pi, sarvavika¯rarahitam. , nityatr.ptam, niravayavam. ,
svayam. jyotih. svabha¯vah. / yatra dharma¯dharmau saha ka¯ryen. a ka¯latrayam. ca na upa¯vartete / tad
etad as´ar¯ıratvam. moks. a¯khyam / ... atas tad brahma yasyeyam. jijn˜a¯sa¯ prastuta¯, tad yadi kar-
tavyas´es.atvenopadi´syeta, tena ca kartavyena sa¯dhyac cen moks.o abhyupagamyeta, anitya eva sya¯t/ [Brah-
masu¯trabha¯s.ya I.1.4: 116-121].
28satyam. , ’sad eva somyaedam ’ ity upakrama¯t, ’tat tvam asi’ ity anta¯c chabda¯d brahma-
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The Bha¯mat¯ı says here that avidya¯ is the material cause (upa¯da¯na) of our body etc.,
and naturally the inner organ might be included in ”etc.”. According to the Bha¯mat¯ı,
avidya¯ is not mistaken knowledge as in S´an˙kara’s case, but is the material cause of our
body and inner organ, etc. This means that when our avidya¯ disappears, our body etc.
also disappear; just as a pot disappears when clay which is its material cause disappears.
This substantialization of avidya¯ might be one of the means to make us understand
rationally or logically how our body etc. disappear, when avidya¯ disappears. Padmapa¯da
also substantialize avidya¯ in diﬀerent context. 29 Such substantializations of avidya¯ by
Padmapa¯da and the Bha¯mat¯ı naturally resulted in the substantialization of the world
in Advaitaveda¯nta. Consequently, it also led to the development of dualistic tendency
indicating the duality (dvaita) of Brahman = a¯tman and avidya¯, especially if only One
Ignorance (avidya¯) is taught, as was done by Praka¯s´a¯tman. Thus it seems to me that
the substantialization of avidya¯ beginning with Padmapa¯da and the Bha¯mat¯ı is closely
connected with problems such as one ignorance or many ignorances, the object and the
support of ignorance, and pratibimbava¯da or avacchedava¯da etc. as their background.
In this sense the following words of P. Hacker seem to be still very suggestive.
Die Vivartalehre tendierte trotz ihres eindeutigen Illusionismus dazu, ein
Ausdruck der Bejahung zu wenden, je mehr man sie als bloß Feststellung
hinnahm. Die Negation der Welt wollte ja nicht bloß theoretisch anerkannt,
sondern praktisch (meditativ-quietistisch) vollzogen werden. Sobald dies ihr
dynamisches Element u¨bersehen wurde, vorlor sie mit der exakten Einfu¨gung
ins System ihren eigentlichen Sinn ― sie na¨herte sich der Bejahung, und der
Monismus dem Dualismus. [Hacker 1953: 237-238].
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